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which gave us rights to build a canal across Panama, and

to take the historic step of joining the Atlantic and
Pacific oceans Although the treaty was drafted here in
our country, and was neither seen nor signed by any

Panamanian, the results of the agreement have been acﬁ

great benefit¢£;_;;:;;I;;;T?E§;the people of P;;;E§z>and

AigA

to other nations of the world who navigate the,seas.
g é::i e ormes M/W _
, we did not buy the Panama Canal

Zone. We did not pay for it. We did not acquire sovereignty

over it. We agreed to pay Panama a fee each year for the

tnd e ddbmoe Foned

right to use the zoné, and—we—had the right to build, operate

and to defend the Cahal.
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The i of the canal was one of the greatest
LR T 4,&1
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engineering feats of history. It wasA51mple in design,

o+ Ant/’//’z"“/ 7% /%4//&««/

and has been rellablgﬂln operation.
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iI am proud of the Panama Canal, as an American,

but even more as a human being, for I know what the

people who built it re up against -- the ench who

preceded us, th Américans, the armies 6f black men and

women from Jdamaica and Barbados, 1 the many thousands

from ery corner of the worlg who went into the jungles

to’do the worﬁi]
abe g Seurce

The Canal hasAbeen a source of pridej-- butﬂa%eo of i«n~b

discontent. *4<£§—the people of Panama Because we con-

M | i‘l - Tt f
gﬂ adl trolled a ten mile wide strlp cross the heart ofAPanama

rindd fy Homn o &

and because,terms of the agreement were consideredAunfair

and highly favorable to the United States, the people of
Panama have never been satisfied with the treaty.
Last summer, after 14 years of negotiation -- under

two Democratic Presidents and two Republican Presidents --

ad feneticoaf
we reached an agreement that is faigAto both countries.
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Throughout the‘negotiations, we were determined that
our national security interests would be protected; that
the Canal would always be open, neutral, and available to

ships of all nations; thatgour ships would have the right

to go to the head of sthe line for priority passage through

the Canal(EE:EiTe‘of need or emergency; and that our

military forces would have the permanent right to defend

the Canal if it should ever be in danger.

The new Treaties meet all of these requirements,

(;e 7 s

negnLiabéens—that—pro&uceé;theé]

Let ne outline the terms of the agreement:

There are two.T:eaties, one covering the remaining
2% years of this century, and the other guaranteeing the
openness end neutra;ity of the Canal after the year 1999.

For the rest of this century we will operate the

Canal jointly with the Panamanians, under policies set by




a nine-person board of directors. Five members will be

wd

from the United States,ﬂfour from Panama. Within the

Heve Ve MT‘J'A

area of the present Canal Zone, we oan select whatever

lands and waters our military and civilian forces need

to maintain, operate, and defend the canal.

poud

About 75 per cent of those whohmaintain and

operate the Canal are row Panamanians; over the next

MUe%m W%’ e,

22 yearsA this percentage is xpected to increase. The

on YKe

Americans who work

will have their rights
of employment, promotion, and retirement carefully pro-
tected. It is important to note that the labor unions

which represent these American workers support the new

| B o oke
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Treatle;+ s )22{-— frue 'Tﬁa:p we are  Paing

e canel. , hé ] .

Undex—the—rew—Preaties., ~will share with Panama JSome 62
aid &..,] Shippess wWho wse

the eeshthat the Canal takes—in. As in the past, the

Canal should continue to be self supporting. The-lU.S.




by every member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the top;w:h#7

the Canad.
oo i xe” /oj}m s5iwe.

a— The Treaties are backed by President Ford and by

every living former Secretary of State. Neter——HNoone

o And Ha dreotie
has-coatacted—Nixon___nc—we—waat—t09¥-.?heyAare supported

1eaders of the United States Army, Navy, Air Force and

sifle vew

Marines,ﬁpeop&e whose llfe'é work is the defense of this/

Nation and the preservation of our security. | They are

strongly endorsed by our business and professional leaders,

receqdn f‘ool MI//MC/
and especially by those who ea%lee the benefits oﬁdtrade

with other nations in this hemisphere. They are endorsed
W’“f/%

by the Senate leadership, and APy the Senate Foreign Relatlons

Committee, which last] week moved us closer to ratification.
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They are opposed by“enemies of the United States
in Latin America, yho would like t¢ see disorder in
Panama and a dis;uption of our bolitical, economic apd
military alliapces with our friends in Ceﬁtral and South

America and in the Carribbean.

A4Me Treaties are alsvopposed by many Americans.
Much -- too much -- of that opposition is based on mis-
understanding and misinformation. I have learned that

when the full terms of the agreement\gre known, most

(SN g

people are convinced that the national interests of our

country will be best served by ratifying the agreement.
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ﬂ&runoa,
answer the most cammoa—ef’questlons about—the—Treaties, and

el The —)qu.-lwu showtedt
tell you the reasons I feel,@hey—mﬂet be approved.

The most important reason -- the only reason --

to ratify the Treaties is that they are in our highest




national intérest, and will strgngthen our position in
the world. Our trade oppbttunities will be impxoved.
We will demonstrate that as.a‘large and powerful nation
we are able to.deal fairly and honorably with a proud
but smaller nation. We will be honoring our commitment

|l
to the—ether nations of the world that the Panama Canal

will be open and available for use by their ships -- at
" a )reasonable and competitive cost —-- both now and in the
' future.

Let me answer specifically the most common questions

about the Treaties. _ ‘
j%&a _ hawe Ha viqhd +_
Qne-—guestien—is—whether our nationkwii&—be—abée to PAO ‘c#'

o.famr" afmﬂ—-cl a.“—ac’e ov ollka~ acJ—rw aﬂu?_L
4uni defend the CanalNuxku;iheaa4unpi&%aﬁgemeﬁayrﬁxr4ﬁﬁﬂhit

Hireateo The Y.eéur(h-\ 9 FRe _&M‘w or »775’1:;(:1 #wjﬁ

/s Yu,.mul'ii Aéﬂz ﬁﬁggzgifff%v-}ana/hﬁ

The answerAis contained in the—Preaty—ep—Permmnent

e Aboment [ yndost finclip Seliteon e Ao Hodle

Newtrality;wirteh—gives—us the right—forever,—to—defend

\ ) ';7‘awpi€;456n5, |
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tQg_EE22l_ggainst_attack_h¥_an_a;ieﬁ—eeuntry—tnfTEB
. i ded Ltat
Military experts disagree on how many troops it

wand G a attack . 4
would take to de%ené—the-ﬁanais Estimates range from

| but ~
50,000 to more than 100,000,ﬁ I would not hesitate to

deploy whatever armed forces are necessary to defend

the Canal.

[Eég would be the likely aggressor? It wouldn't

be the government of Russia; wouldn't be the

ment of Cuba; it woulgfi't be the governmenjy of Panama. It

would most likedy be young, idealistif, highly patriotic --
, who want to have control

their territory, | ,,/a—/

I denlt haveAany doubt that 12,3Af4ght we could

~He—eould-defend the Panama Canaln)and—if_it_ha

Abbaciced_s 11 defowd Aﬁ At erew

m BAA&MG.VHW

perhaps sguided -- Panamania

ove
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&nt there is a better optiony %M L/aV  sap /

M p '-e_ww.«_'(ﬂ“-s

We would serve our interests better by net—f-e:crng

vieed Toreatiee, ann J/ ﬁé Jo adoid M‘-‘
th:.s-—p-respeet—;—not—ta-]aﬁg- actiong that,l‘w i n

attack on the Panama Canal. f
. ,,w‘”' :

What we want is thefright to use the Canal -- and we

can defend this right best through these Treaties -- through

coopanadion

a real,\paa:bne-rshtp with Panama. The citizens of Panama and
their government will be overwhelmingly in support of the %‘
new partnership, and the qehtrality treaty will be signed

by many other nations. ; :
_ ' : W'// ‘nté""“” ,

The new Treatlesﬁchange Panama from a passive and

% CO'MMC-J e Mc‘

sometimes hos-é&-l-e bystander into an actlve,\ 1nterested

partner. The agreement leads to cooperation, not confrontation.

A—second question is whether our natieon—should "give

back™ the Canal Zoneg, wiritch—many people—believe—we—own.

. e
14"\ ﬁ::«. 7“"“'["’“". Sheowld toe 9 rue o

I must repeat @,very important point: we do not N el
QM M.u and ‘L"
bk
own the Panama Canal Zone -- we have never owned it. We /“';lle mj

have only had the right to use it.
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The Canai Zone canhot be sompared with aetwal United
States territosy. . We boughtlAlaska from the Russians, and
no one has ever doubted that wé own -it. We bought the
Louis%sna Territories from Francé, and it is an integral

part of the United States.

From the beginning we have paid rent to Panama to

use the land. You do not pay rent on your own land The |

5 5
rﬂw'ﬂw¢ Zﬁzhiﬁaa.Iﬁendg*ﬁ Aave 4tﬁnq4¢ﬂ

Canal Zone has always been Panamanian terrltory. We cannot fkuawma

. ’ . . o~ e
give back land we have never owned. = - . , 0 ?;
Th shi —is—not—nearly so important

-ﬂezd— [ d
ships, in time ofAemergency, would be able=te get through

the Canal immediately, instead of waiting in 1ine;7

The Treaties answer that as clearly as possible, by
guaranteeing that our ships will have "expeditious transit"

through the Canal. To make sure there could be no possible
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disagreement about what "expéditious transit" means, General

7%, Joln 7 ) » '
statement says that expedltlous tran51t, and I quote, "is

intended ... to assure the transit of such vessels through
the Canal as quickly as possible, without any impediment,
with expedited treatment, and in case of need or emergency,

to go to the head of the line of vessels in order to transit

the Canal rapidly.“
z«/,//

A_fourth guestion is abeut the TreatiesX affectf en~

our standing in Latin America -- whether—they will,create a

"power vacuum," which our enemies will fill.

In fact, the Treaties will increase our nation's

influence in this hemisphere.

Rather than giving our enemies an opportunity to
muh‘,} 6"/ d,‘rﬂfm[/ _ v
exploitn the Treaties will remove a major source of anti-

American feeling.

—

for Preservation Purposes
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neement hao ‘ B
The new Z§eaeies-ha¥e already provided vivid proof

A

to the people of this.hemisphere that a new era of friendship

and cooperatlon is beginning, and that the last vaab&ge of 43&an41

-

colonialism has been removed.

,#aﬂ/./wdzhdé ] . 72:;.,
Last fall I spent—deaens—oéggggfg—taiking with the

leaders of 19 other countries<in this hemisphere. I-saw

A

_ .
clea;ly’{fere is a new sense of equality, a, sense of trust, *

N“J : ”Aawzc/

a sense of bxethexhoed that exist because of the Panama
Canal Treaties. This opens up a : for us,

in goodwill, trade,'jobs, exports, and political cooperation.

- e 7
If the Treaties should  be rejected, all—that would wtf

’lﬂﬂﬂ%nuéghjzﬂﬂdlﬁaW%} Amtony pe ;a,a’n¢gﬂ(lkfludulz
be lost, andhye—wea&d—be—maeh worse off _than had we never e «e

of =7
begun the negotiations }4—years—ag91

Ao futovs amd dﬁwaéwf/}ale%/
Tha_commaatsts know full well that thelr best
' opportuhity to gain influence would come through disruption

of our oewa friendly relations with Panama and the other

nations of the Western hemisphere.
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In the peaceful struggle against &% alien ideologg/ee.

like communism, these Treaties are a step in the right

c1om, i s
direction. I_deat—thimk—manythi could strengthen i
Grnd Addelettaries pcommen
in this hemlsphere more than for us to reject thléﬂégeaty.

W
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T i i i a new sea-

/5. Jé&/o/'A" S&e )4:/£;ua e

level Cana%#j The Treaties say that if we want to build a

o
i

Canal, we will build it in Panama -- and if a Canal is to be

built in Panama, we will have the right to participate in the

projecﬁ§ [?oma—peepie’ﬁﬁ?é asked whether this clause restrices

og;,nptiensi{

mam—— ‘ .
ién1£a=£] ihis,is a clear benefit to us, for it ensures

that fige-ox ten or ﬁiézzsz years from now, no unfriendly but

wealthy power will be able to bid with the Panamanians to

build a sea-level Canal, bypass the existing Canal, perhaps /e¢ij

Huf T AR
leava,aome otherAnation with the only access—%hat—wae—e%;;Z—in—

Opgnation through the Isthmus.

for Preservaiion Purpeses




For more than a hundred years,

studies have shown that

the best site for a possible sea-level canal would be through

the pfésent territory of the Republic of Panama. During the

dMN
ol ]
past decade an extens:.ve study by the United States confirmed

this fact.

A—sixth—question.concerns the cost of these—Freaties

w.be:hher—‘-weAreApayirig Panama to take the Canal?

We are not.

The United States' original financial investment in
! /"’

L”ﬂ.ﬂ‘/} the Canal was about $ millidn.‘ Since then we have

received, in fees from the Canal, about $§ million. /éz ‘7

#/ will come from mﬂ@{
A/A//c/ waee e %Lﬂ-v /4; | e |

Gana&—ee-]-.—l—ee—ts-—s— on a normal commercialAbasis. Not one

ﬂ"‘uncav\ k//// /¢ Pa,d

dollar of ewr,tax money is—invelved-
Aﬂd/ &/ 7

Ihe—nexhq&e-sta,on——ts—a-be&t the stability and the

\ A JZ
capability of the Panamanian government7--4-né—whet£<:—§e&-

can—be_sure the govermment—will keep it open,

eff 1dnt

i’o&" Preservation Purposes
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Regimes have often changed in Panama - but for 75 years,

no Panamanian government has wanted to'close the Canal

- perhaps

Panama wants the Canal open and neutral A&ven more than we do.
The Canal's continued operation may be important to us,
but it is much more than that to Panama.

To Panama, it is crucial.

The enty threat of closing the Canal comes not from the-

m affu/ J"J A{, z{:'.()’a.zlr %‘(
government of Panama, but fromAd1551dents who‘ggglixustxated-

%z4”0,377ﬁ6a
by therld Treaty.

And the oxMly threat to eff1c1en operatlon{jﬁ/éée
Canal wou be our short—51ghted efusal to train Panamanians

to run’ it.

Although the Capal is an engineering feaf of great

complexity, it is/superbly designed for mple operation --

and we have 22/years, during which we/and the Panamanians

ill run thg Canal jointly, to be sure they know how.

i3
"Q.: .

fov Preservation Purposes




“but who have #echnology jifi their bones.

~16-

!

The Canal is a bridge water, and as such dependent

upon fine balances of naturgl resources, complex engineering,

and a large dedicated pgrsonnel with innumerable special
skills. Shivps are garried up and over the lapd barrier,
lifted 85 feet aPove sea level through a Aystem of giant

locks, these gquipped with tremendous/steel gates, ingenious

powey station, a water utilJity, a railroad, port facifities,

hogpitals, medical resegrch laboratories. And whef the

time comes, the Cana) must be turned over to a generation
of Panamanians whg don't just know how to ryf the Canal,

heir technical-

managerial competen must be second to none -- and we

can be sure it will be.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON
January 30, 1978

Mr. President --

Everything here has a traceable lineal descent
from: '

1. Your past briefings
2. Your notes this morning

3. Sections you underlined on the previous
draft

4. Letters and testimony from Sol Linowitz
and David McCullough.

If this rambles, it's because I wanted to include
ample portions of your briefing remarks.

Tony Lake called this morning to say that he has
written two more drafts, which Vance has approved.
Do you want them?

Jo Tl s

Jim Fallows
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Draft #5

Seventy five years ago, our nation signed a treaty
which gave us rights to build a canal across Panama, and
to take the historic step of joining the Atlantic and
Pacific oceans. Although the treaty was drafted here in
our country, and was neither seen nor signed by any
Panamanian, the results of the agreement have been a
great benefit to ourselves, to the people of Panama, and
to other nations of the world who navigate the seas.

Under that treaty, we did not buy the Panama Canal
Zone. We did not pay for it. We did not acquire sovereignty
over it. We agreed to pay Panama a fee each year for the
right to use the zone, and we had the right to build, operate
and to defend the Canal.

The construction of the canal was one of the greatest
engineering feats of history. It was simple in design,

and has been reliable in operation.
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I am proud of the Panama Canal, as an American,
but even more as a human being, for I know what the
people who built it were up against -- the French who
preceded us, the Americans, the armies of black men and
women from Jamaica and Barbados, all the many thousands
from every corner of the world who went ipto the jungles
to do the work.

The Canal has been a source of pride -- but also of
discontent -- to the people of Panama. Because we con-
trolled a ten mile wide strip across the heart of Panama
and because terms of the agreement were considered unfair
and highly favorable to the United States, the people of
Panama have.never been satisfied with the treaty.

Last summer, after 14 years of negotiation -- under
two Democratic Presidents and two Republican Presidents --

we reached an agreement that is fair to both countries.
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Throughout the negotiations, we were determined that
our national security interests would be protected; that
%he Canal would always be open, neutral, and available to
ships of all nations; that our ships would have the right
to go to the head of the line for priority passage through
the Canal in time of need or emergency; and that our
military forces would have the permanent right to defend
the Canal if it should ever be in danger.

The new Treaties meet all of these requirements,
because of the careful, thorough, mutually advantageous
negotiations that produced them.

Let me outline the terms of the agreement:

There are two Treaties, one covering the remaining
21 years of this century, and the other guaranteeing the
openness and neutrality of the Canal after the year 1999.

For the rest of this century we will operate the

Canal jointly with the Panamanians, under policies set by
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a nine-person board of directors. Five members will be
from the United States, four from Panama. Within the
area of the present Canal Zone, we can select whatever
lands and waters our military and civilian forces need
to maintain, operate, and defend the canal.

About 75 per cent of those who maintain and
operate the Canal are now Panamanians; over the next
22 years, this percentage is expected to increase. The
Americans who work in the Zone will have their rights
of employment, promotion, and retirement carefully pro-
tected. It is important to note that the labor unions
which represent these American workers support the new
Treaties.

Under the hew Treaties, we will share with Panama
the fees that the Canal takes in. As in the past, the

Canal should continue to be self supporting. The U.S.
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government will not pay any funds to Panama, other than
continuing the normal tonnage fees for passage through
the Canal.

The Treaties are backed by President Ford and by
every living former Secretafy of State. Lﬁote: No one
has contacted Nixon. Do we want t037 They are supported
by every member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the top
leaders of the United States Army, Navy, Air Force énd
Marines, people whose life's work is the defense of this
Nation and the preservation of our security. They are
strongly endorsed by our business and professional leaders,
and especially by those who realize the benefits of trade
with other nations in this hemisphere. They are endorsed
by the Senate leadership, and by the Senate_Foreign Relations

Committee, which last week moved us closer to ratification.
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They are opposed by enemies of the United States
in Latin America, who would like to see disorder in
Panama and a disruption of our political, economic and
military alliancés with our friends in Central and South
America and in the Carribbean.

The Treaties are also opposed by many Americans.
Much =-- too much -- of that opposition is based on/mis—
understanding and misinformation. I have learned that
when the full terms of the agreement are known, most
people are convinced that the national interests of our
country will be best served by ratifying the agreement.

I have come here tonight to clarify that misunderstanding,
answer the most common of questions about the Treaties, and
tell you the reasons I feel fhey must be approved.

The most important reason -- the only reason --

to ratify the Treaties is that they are in our highest
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national interest, and will strengthen our position in

the world. Our trade opportunities will be improved.

We will demonstrate that as a large and powerful nation

we are able to deal fairly and honorably with a proud

but smaller nation. We will be honoring our commitment

to the other nations of the world that the Panama
will be open and available for use by their ships
a reasonable and competitive cost -- both now and
future.

Let me answer specifically the most common
about the Treaties.

One gquestion 1is whether our nation will be

defend the Canal under these new arrangements, so

always remains open to our shipping.

Canal
-- at

in the

questions

able to

that it

The answer is contained in the Treaty on Permanent

Neutrality, which gives us the right, forever, to

defend
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the Canal against attack by an alien country or by
misguided agitators.

Military experts disagree on how many troops it
would take to defend the Canal. Estimates range from
50,000 to more than 100,000. I would not hesitate to
deploy whatever armed forces are necessary to defend
the Canal.

Who would be the likely aggressor? It wouldn't
be the government of Russia; it wouldn't be the govern-
ment of Cuba; it wouldn't be the government of Panama. It
would most likely be young, idealistic, highly patriotic --
perhaps misguided ——v“Panaman;ans, who want to have control
over their territory.

I don't have any doubt that in a fight we could
beat them.

We could defend the Panama Canal, and if it is

attacked by any means, we will.
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But there is a better option.
We would serve our interests better by not facing
~this prospect, not taking actions that would bring about an
attack on the Panama Canal.

What we want is the right to use the Canal -- and we
can defend this right best through these Treaties -- through
a real partnership Q;th Panama. The citizens of Panama and
their government will be overwhelmingly in support of the
new partnership, and the neutrality treaty will be signed
by many other nations.

The new Treaties change Panama from a passive and
sometimes hostile bystander into an active, interested
partner. The agreement leads to cooperation, not confrontation.

A second question is whether our nation should "give
back" the Canal Zone, which many people believe we own.

I must repeat a very important point: we do not

own the Panama Canal Zone -- we have never owned it. We

have only had the right to use it.
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The Canal Zone cannot be compared with actual United
States territory. We bought Alaska from the Russians, and
no one has ever doubted that we own it. We bought the
Iouisiana Territories from France, and it is an integral
part of the United States.

From the beginning we have paid rent to Panama to
use the land. You do not pay rent on your own land. The
Canal Zone has always been Panamanian territory. We cannot
give back land we have never owned.

The ownership of the Canal is not nearly so important
to me as the openness of the Canal and its free access to
ships of all nations -- which these Treaties ensure.

There is a third misunderstanding, about whether our
ships, in time of emergency, would be able to get through
the Canal immediately, instead of waiting in line.

The Treaties answer that as clearly as possible, by
guaranteeipg that our ships will have "expeditious transit"

through the Canal. To make sure there could be no possible
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disagreement about what "expeditious transit" means, General
Torrijos and I signed a Joint Statement, Which spells out
our right to go to the head of the line.

I'd like to read you the exact language. That
statement says that expeditious transit, and I quote, "is
intended ... to assure the transit of such vessels through
the Canal as quickly as possible, without any impediment,
with expedited treaﬁment, and in case of need or emergency,
to go to the head of the line of vessels in order to transit
the Canal rapidly."

A fourth question is about the Treaties' effects on
our standing in Latin America -- whether they will create a
"power vacuum," which our enemies will fill.

In fact, the Treaties will increase our nation's
influence in this hemisphere.

Rather thaﬂ giving our enemies an opportunity to
exploit, the Treaties will remove a major source of anti-

American feeling.
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The new Treaties have already provided vivid proof
to the people of this hemisphere that a new era of friendship
and cooperation is beginning, and that the last vestige of
colonialism has been removed.

Last fall I spent dozens of hours talking with the
leaders of 19 other countries in this hemisphere. I saw
clearly there is a new sense of equality, a sense of trust,

a sense of brotherhood that exist because of  the Panama
Canal Treaties, This opens up a tremendous vista for us,
in goodwill, trade, Jjobs, exports, and political cooperation.

If the Treaties should be rejected, all that would
be lost, and we would be much worse off than had we never
begun the negotiations 14 years ago.

The communists know full well that their best
opportunity to gain influence would come through disruption
of our own friendly relations with Panama and the other

nations of the Western hemisphere.
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In the peaceful struggle against an alien ideology
like communism, thesé Treaties are a step in the right
direction. I don't think anything could strengthen communism
in this hemiéphere more than for us to‘reject this Treaty.
We would have almost an impossiblée task of having the friend-
ship and support as a democracy of the weak and struggling
nations of this hemisphere if we reject that Treaty.

The fifth question is about provisions for a new sea-
level Canal. The Treaties say that if we want to build a
Canal, we will build it in Panama -- and if a Canal is to be
built in Panama, we will have the right to participate in the
project. Some people have asked whether this clause restricts
our options.

In fact, this is a clear benefit to us, for it ensures
that five or ten or fifteen years from now, no unfriendly but
wealthy power willrbe able to bid with the Panamanians to

build a sea-level Canal, bypass the existing Canal, perhaps

leave some other nation with the only access that was still in

operation through the Isthmus.
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That is why I requested this clause in the Treaty,
which the Panamanians reluctantly agreed to.

For more than a hundred years, studies have shown that
the best site for a possible sea-level canal would be through
the present territory of the Republic of Panama. During £he
past decade an extensive study bXWthe United States confirmed
this fact.

A sixth question concerns the cost of these Treaties
whether we are paying Panama to take the Canal.

We are not.

The United States' original financial investment in
the Canal was about § million. Since then we have
received, in fees from the Canal, about $ million. The
payﬁents that Panama receives will come from revenues the
Canal collects -- on a normal commercial basis. Not one
dollar of our tax money is involved.

The next question is about the stability and the
capability of the Panamanian government -- and whether we

can be sure the government will keep it open, efficient,
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neutral, and secure.

Regimes have often changed in Panama -- but for 75 years,
no Panamanian government has wanted to close the Canal.
Panama wants the Canal open and neutral even more than we do.
The Canal's continued operation may be important to us,
but it is much more than that to Panama.

To Panama, it is crucial.

The only threat of losing the Canal comes not from the
government of Panama, but from dissidents who are frustrated
by the o0ld Treaty.

And the only threat to efficient operation of the
Canal would be our short-sighted refusal to train Panamanians
to run it.

Although the Canal is an engineering feat of great
complexity, it is superbly designed for simple operation --
and we have 22 years, during which we and the Panamanians

will run the Canal jointly, to be sure they know how.



Moad.
16 Aol

{

The Canal is a bridge of water, and as such dependent
upon fine balances of natural/resources, complex engineering;
and a large dedicated personnel with innumerable special
skills. ShiDs are cérried up and over the land barrier,
lifted 85 feet above sea level through a system of giant
locks, these equipped with tremendous steel gates, ingenious
safety mechanisms, control devises, literally thousands of
moving parts. The Canal is a huge hydroelectric dam and
power station, a water utility, a railroad, port facilities,
hospitals, medical research laboratories. - And when the
time comes, the Canal must be turned over to a generation
of Panamanians who don't just know how to run the Canal,
but who have technology in their bones. Their technical-
managerial competence must be second to none -- and we

can be sure it will be,
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There is a final question, about the way these Treaties
have been negotiated. Some people wondef Whether we.have
given in to the threat of violence -- and whether it signifies
thatrour nation is losing its national will, and retreating
from the world.

Neither we nor the Panamanians would be negotiating
these Treaties if they were not in our best interests. And
from beginning to end, the Panamanian negotiators have acted
in complete good faith. Throughout the last 14 years there
have been no threats, no implied statements that if we don't
approve the Treaties, there might be violent consequences.
Whenever there has been an inclination on the part of
dissident groups who want to disrupt relations, the
government has acted properly and has helped to restrain
that threat.

General Torrijos has gone a second mile in making sure
that not only does he approve the Treaties, but that the

people of his nation do as well. They had the right to vote
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in an open and free referendum monitored by the OAS, and they
gave the Treaties their overwhelming support.

Both sides have negotiated in good faith, and we
publicized the terms of our agreement as soon as we had
worked them out.

But there is something even more importaht about
the meaning of the Treaties -- what it says about our
national strength and weaknesses. I think part of the
emotional commitment to the Canal grows from our embarrassment
as a nation in Vietnam, and the sense that we have to show
our strength, and our ability to stand firm no matter what
the challenges or consequences might be.

I too look on the Panama Canal Treaties as a test of
national strength, and a show of our confidence as a nation --
confidence to act, when necessary, but not compelled to
flaunt our strength by running over a little country.

There are people who are so insecure and so weak

that they can't ever admit a mistake, who . can't ever  treat a
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weaker person as an equal. The ultimate result is to become
a bully. But a person who is genuinely strong, who knows that
he is strong, who can admit a.mistake without embarrassment,
because he's sure of himself, - can treat weaker neighbors
with a sense of respect and equality. That is a sign of
true greatness, and of true strength.

I think that to lash out at a weaker country in a jingoistic
way is not a sign of greatness or strength. I think our
country will be much greater in the eyes of the world if
the treaty should be ratified overwhelmingly. I think
that we'll be weakened in the eyes of our peers -- the
strong nations, Britain, France, Germany, Japan, Canada --
if we fail to take this action. There will be a general
sense that the United States is not a great country, in the
true inner seénse of greatness. There will be a legitimate
conclusion reached that‘ye're retaining the aspect of a
colonial power when other nations have voluntarily relinquished

that.
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It was a sign of strength when we withdrew from some of
ou;_occuéied territories. It was a éign of strength when
we didn't punish Japan and Gérmany after the Second World
War, but helped them to rebuild themselvés.

I don't think it would be a sign of strength for us
to send bombers and troops and personnel carfiers and tanks
into the Canal Zone to keep the canal open, when we could have

kept it open as a partner with Panama.
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The Panama Canal is expressive of one of the oldest,
noblest desires in the human heart, to bridge the divide
and bring people closer together. These Treaties are
expressive of that same desire. They are a progressive step,
an act of strength and confidence, and of good will.

The new Treaties are a measure of our greatness as
a nation, which goes beyond mere power or wealth or size.
For they demonstrate that America is big enough and great
enough to resolve an issue such as this one in an atmosphere
of mutual trust and respect and in recognition that every
nation -- small and large alike -- ought to have the right
to determine its own destiny. They demonstrate that America
is big enough to take a stand for what is decent and right --
and prudent enough to base its foreign policy not on what
may have been appropriate 75 yearé ago, but on a clear,
fair and rational assessment of where our national interests

rest today..
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"We cannot avoid meeting great issues," said the

Canal's builder, Theodore Roosevelt. "All that we can

determine for ourselves is whether we shall meet them

well or 111."

I trust that we shall meet this great issue well.
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THE PRESIDLNL £AS SZE. ' ce Z:é'

David McCullough * West Tisbury, Massachusetts 02575 ‘ f
October 21, 1977

Dear Mr. President:

Rosalee and I were so very pleased and honored to be
able to meet you last Friday, and especially on such a
propitious day in your campaign for the canal treaties.
Your generous inscription on the newspaper picture of you
and General Torrijos, your thoughtful remarks about my
book, pleased us more than I can say, and we thank you most
sincerely. :

May I add also that after so many years of studying and
writing about dead Presidents, I found it an enormous thrill
to see and shake the hand of a live one.

During our afternoon at the White House, I had, as per-
haps you know, a chance to talk at some length with Iandon
Butler and Joseph Aragon, and it was Mr. Butler's suggestion
that a letter covering some of my thoughts on the Panama
issue might be of help to you in the months to come.

Mr. President, I am concerned about a certain lack of :
creative fervor in what has been said in behalf of the treat-
ieg thus far. The opposition has a "cause", their response
is full of emotion, even passion, while the arguments for the
treaties, however intellectually solid, remain for many veople
largely an abstraction. : : .

This is not to discount for a moment the powerful logic
of the case for the treaties. Indeed, the more we are told of
the hard practicalities invelved -- political, military, -
operational -- the more convincing they become. They virtually
speak for themselves, if presented in language of the kind
the layman can understand, and when set forth for the country
by a Commander-in-Chief who is himself a former naval officer
and engineer their effect cannot help but be profound, per-
haps even deciding.

But how much more impprtant and useful this great national
debate could become, how much better off we will all be for

it, if the treaties are seen also as the expression of a high

] , i In making this Elsgorlc ge0131on Wwe can sense _what

Theodore Roogevelt calle e 11 oward nobler things
which marks a great and generous people."

There are, as I know you appreciate, all kinds of reasons

(617) 693-1926
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why suddenly we seem to care so intensely about the canal,

a subject most of us have never geven much thought to until
lately. To say that the opposition springs from some vague

or naive nostalgia for a simpler past is really to miss the
point. There is a grandeur ahout the Panama Canal and a grand-
eur of a kind we like to think of as particularly American.
_The canal is a triumph of an era we remember fondly for its
confidence and energy, youth and sense of purpose. The canal
is something we made and have looked after these many years;
it is "ours" in that sense, which is very different from just
ownership.

It works, still. Despite time and change it remains a huge
American Success, and this just now, in the aftermath of Viet-
nam, is of psychological import. (There is a haunting kind of
irony to the realization that we went into the jungles of
Vietnam to rescue a disastrous French failure, just as once
we went into the jungles of Panama to rescue a dlsastrous
French failure.)

Probably it is the aura of power surrounding the canal

- that has the most to do with our feelings about it. We have

- known since school days of the tremendous powers called forth
to build it -- the power to eradicate disease, the power to
literally move mountains. There is its own miraculous power
to 1ift and transport ships from ocean to ocean. It is both
the symbol and implement of sea power. So when we talk of the

canal, whether we are old oun, for or against the treaties, .
we are talking about very EEEE gfﬁim

sfrengths, and it 1s this, I think, that makes the thought of
giving it up or giving it away so dlsturb¢ng to many people
who fail to see the treaties as a positive step.

Still, by the same token, we want, all of us, a more humane
and sfaBle world.

We believe in good will, as well as strength.

We want to be builders no less than did that generation
which created the canal.

So for all these reasons it is imperative that the case for
the treaties be expressed in the most positive terms, and with
eloquence. It is because the canal is of such critical import-
ance, because it must be kept secure and in use, because we
revere it as a monument to the human spirit, that the long gout-
moded Bunau-Varilla treaty has to be replaced and the nature
of our presence in Panama brought up to date. Our decision
must not be a grudging concession, but a far-seeing, constructive
innovation. This, we should be able to say, 1

s somethin
do _beca it is right. This is not merely the surest
way to "SAVE 225 CANAL", 1% 1is the strong, positive act of

—

.
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a still-confident, still-creative, still-purposeful people.

. Mter/ Gfver, P arRhiibers

Our sanction of this unprecedented step can become a
source of national pride and self-respect in much the way
bulldlng the canal was. 1t 1s ihe spirit in vhich we act that
is so very important, The way we say yes to the treaties, the
words we use, can, on the one hand, influence how we stand in
the eyes of all Latin America, but it can also influence how
we stand in our own eyes, and that too, I know you will agree,
is "in the national interest."

I think of what Theodore Roosevelt might say were he alive
today. (I have a small bust of him which looks down on me
from the top of a file cabinet as I write this.) An ardent
reader of history, he knew the world has its moods. He saw
hlsto§x itgelf as a force and the history of our own fime
an e changes 1 ag brought would not be logst on him. He
adored and drew inspiration from the great deeds of the past
and was often saddened by the passing of an era before his .
eyes -- the vanishing of the great frontier days of the West,:
for example. But CE%E§E¥E§§_;B§¥liable, he knew, and necessary.
Change wag growth. e true conservative, he once remarked.
keeps his face to the Future.

He believed down to his boots in a strong Executive, in
presidential leadership, and the fact that the treaties reflect
the policies and intentions of three prior administrations,
in addition to your own, would carry enormous weight with him.
It was he who recognized. the importance of Captain Mahan's
thesis well before anyone else, and so if ig hard to picture

him dismisgsing or discounting such testimony to the m111tary
value of:the treaties as voiced by the Joint Chiefs, )
But were he to endorgse the treaties, as I am quite sure he
would, it would be mainly because he wo e the decigion
as one by which we are demonstrating the kind of power we wish
16 be."For—_RuuseVell the canal was a gateway to the vefi difi—
§§§§§Igﬂg_5E%gz%ggllgﬂLgﬂg;__inggg_gew twentieth .century,
a world in which the United States had no choice but to pla

a major part. "we cannot avoid meeting great issueg.,” said.

at we can determine for oursleves is whether we shall
meet them well or 1ll."

Mr. President, the Panama Canal is a vast, heroic expregs-
ion of that age old desire to bridge the Hlvia and bring

people closer together. The task now, 1T seems to me, is to
€lve the country the conviction that this too is what the treat-‘

ies are all about.

g

- Sincere

w—— o



THE WHITE HOUSE
' WASHINGTON

November 3, 1977

To David McCullough

Thank you for your very thoughtful and helpful f
letter. If we are successful in achieving
-ratification of the new Panama Treaties, your
work will have helped make it possible.

I hope that, like President Roosevelt before me,
I can meet this issue well.

Please give my best to Rosalee.

' ‘Sincerely,

—

‘d//ﬂ

David McCullough
Box 148
West Tisbury, Massachusetts 02575
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON
January 30, 1978

MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT
FROM: JERRY DOOLITT . 1%

SUBJECT: Panama Canal Speech

Enclosed are the McCullough letter, the outline with your
notations, and the Canal defense quotes. On running through
the original draft, I find that most of the points were,

in fact, adequately covered in the version Jim did today.
But there are a few things, and so I also enclose a marked
copy of last Thursday's draft.

On page 6, the highlighted lines seem to me useful to deal
with the irrational but widespread fear that enemy warships
will somehow outflank us via the Canal.

On page 12, top, the indicated language is a worthwhile
reminder that we're not giving up prime real estate,
after all.

On page 12, bottom, and page 13, I think the marked passages
make the point that we're not knuckling under to pressure
better than the new draft does.

The marked passage on 14 addresses the often-heard argument
that Panama might, in a fit of pique, close down the Canal.
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Canal Defense Excerpts from the Panama Canal Treaty:
"The United States of America and the Republic
of Panama commit themselves to protect and defend
the Panama Canal. Each Party shall act, in accordance
with its constitutional processes, to meet the dangér
resulting from an armed attack or other actions which
threaten the security of the Panama Canal or of ships
transiting it.
"For the duration of this Treaty, the United
States of America shall have primary responsibility
to protect and defend the Canal. The rights of the
United States of America to station, train, and move
military forces within the Republic of Panama are
described in thg Agreement in Implementation of this
Article, signed this date. The use of areas and
installations and the legal status of the armed
forces of the United States of America in the Republic

of Panama shall be governed by the aforesaid Agreement."

Canal Defense Excerpts from the Neutrality Treaty:

"The United States of America and the Republic
of Panama agree to maintain the regime of neutrality
established in this Treaty, which shall be maintained
in order tha£ the Canal shall remain permanently neutral,
notwithstanding the termination of any other treaties

entered into by the two Contracting Parties."
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Canal Defense Excerpts from Statement of Understanding:
"Under the Treaty Concerning the Permanent
Neutrality and Operation of the Panama Canal (the

Neutrality Treaty), Panama and the United States have

the responsibility to assure that the Panama Canal

——

will remain open and secure to ships of all nations.

The correct interpretation of this principle is that

each of the two countries shall, in accordance with

»

—
their respective constitutional processes, defend the

—

pa—

Canal against any threat to the regime of neutrality, and

consequently shall have the right to act against any

pr——

aggression or threat directed against the Canal or

against the peaceful transit of vessels through the Canal.
‘/’

"This does not mean, nor shall it be interpreted

as a right of intervention of the United States in
the internal affairs of Panama. Any United States
action will be directed at insuring that the Canal
will remain open, secure and accessible, and it shall
never be directed against the territorial integrity

of political independence of Panama.
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SUGGESTED OUTLINE: PANAMA CANAL SPEECH

General Guidelines _
l. The talk should be short, 10415 minutes.
2. The tone should be confident, poéitive, and ﬂ CI5C - 74'7'“ :

oA
forward looking rather than dwelling on past .  ,/d
sins in our dealings with Panama. 7 g -
one /déﬂéﬁf“ £</ggﬁ__.ﬁ;’
. / I:d‘ .
I. A brief hlstory ( 1 minute) Als‘& 1loa

.A.' Background of the 1903 treaty.
‘B. Magnitude of the engineering achievement._ : L
C. The 1959 and 1964 troubles, and how they led .
a series of American Presidents to seek a
modernized treaty. _ ;
IXI. What the new treaties do . ( 2 minutes) . e)ékﬂm/
A. Partnership with Panamanians.
l. Training in Canal operations.
2. Collaboration in the new agency.

3. Toll-sharing.
4. Sharing of defense responsibility.

g2 f"'“) |

B. Guarantees of perpetual neutrality after 1999. Vf

C. The sea-level canal. v~ “ 4 // é m/-a‘-v' #
/ZMQQ&QV';{.ézIA&I Lf- Ponama ‘kﬂ‘?"

III. Answers to the following main objections to treaties:

A. The Canal is ours; we bought it and paid for it,'
-so why should we give it away?

B. We will no longer be able to defend the Canal, Aot
and the Treaties will hurt our national security. ¥2.9r> g

' L tvﬁa?Cﬁoué;q%%b -ﬂu/’ﬁWAgéi? ﬂe34:n43£; = Jﬁ?} som opn
C. Our ships could not go to the héad &I the line _

in time of emergency. g 4 foeaty F Jom/J‘AéM/

D. The Treaties will create a power vacuum, which the
Communists could fill. They are arother sign of our
retreat from world power and another opening for

our enemies, _2,,.,“/7’”, % S ,wﬂtfm ) 4’&»1

ézéﬁ// /&é;mcaé;c i omo = 7;am3f>;A§— é&ngfan;qér
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E. The Panamanians are incapable of operating 7 ,‘

VA the Canal. . _
A iy

Z;bv : /7 F. They could close it at w111 -~ and might, because <z

O ' of their political inst 1J.ty é.(/g,;f v Fonamwa Fo ‘__
: - 2 A—GJ - ’

%‘/ é General Torrljos is unpred:.ctable, unrel:.able,

Y and a violator of human rights. Jewa’~7 o ;4/‘-‘4‘{ xj«««

z ﬂﬁuféfﬂ roed Clrae fo peoyle s “’JQVam»A;

! H. The Treaties are costing our taxpaye*s an arm

and a leg. Z“ Soeene ,,7,,,,;,/ % S X

| G- 45' :avﬂézkag/’~G’)659’}wtz§ﬁéz
I. We have negotlated in secret d h ve succumbed

to political blackmail. 27Z o),’z' o~ Goad” /)é '
2. ,,,{,/,éo 7/-24”-—4 /ot-// Ly, )sd %
J. The Treaties take away our optfion to build a sea~  Ztonen,
level Canal some place besides Panama.
e Lo T Hlheo . W}%M‘W(‘fr

IV. Why we should have the new Treaties.
A. For national pride -- ours and the Panamanians.,'»‘

l. We should have.the same 20th century regard
for others as we showed in another recent treaty,
the Alcan pipeline agreement. In today's world, -
a "Pipeline Zone" would have been unthinkable.

2. We are mature and confident; fairness is a-
function of greatness. Also, our strength has
always rested on our ability ‘to adapt to.change.u'

3. Panamanian pride deeply engaged, partlcularly
since the referendum. .

B. Better economic, commercial, and political re-
lations with Latin America and whole third world
through elimination of last colonial vestiges.

C. Treaties necessary for national sscurity.

l. They ratify present rather than past realities;
- and are hence more likely to be ctsexved.

2. They make the Panamanians oux saxrtners in
Canal's defense, rather than indifZerent bystanders.

3, Thus they make it easier, no:z haxder, to~
defend Canal. ‘
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PANAMA CANAL SPEECH (?4-}4%% ‘ ﬂl 5
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Good evening.

-For fourteen years, under.four Pfesidents, 6f both
political parties, our country has been trying to come.to
an agreement with Panama over the future of the Panama_éanal._

Now the jab.is almost done. We héve carefully
negotiated treaties, which need only the approval of the
Senate to be final.

These treaties are backed by every living ex-President
and Secretary of State. They are backed by évery 6ne of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, by thoughtful men of both.poiitical
parties, by the peopie of Panama, and by the vast majority
of American businessmen who Have dealings with Latin America.

They are backed, overwhelmingly, by world public
Qpinion.

They are opposedvby Latin American leftisté,"who

would profit from disorder in Panama.
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And they are opposed bybsome of my fellow Americans.

Since these American critics would hardly profit
from disorder in Panama, I believe they must be simply
misinformed.

I am here tonight to correct that misinformation.

The most serious inaccuracy spread by critics of
the Panama Canal treaties is that they will damage our
national security.

‘The opposite is true.

They make our natiop more secure.

With a hundred thousand American troops fighting
in the jungles of‘Panama, I could defend the Canal agéinst
all probable attacks, and most imérobable ones.

The treéties.let‘meldo fhat, and i will do it if
necessary.

But the treaties also ensure that it won't become

necessary.
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The treaties offer us a far betfer way. That way
is to enlist the govérnment of Panama and the responsible 
majority of Panamanian citizens in a partnership with us
| to protégt the Cénal.

The Papama Canal was built and operated under the
terms of a treaty three-quarters of a century old —- a
treaty never signed by a Panamanian.

Panamanians have considered that treaty uﬁfair to
them for the whole 75 years, even though it was twice
revised to make it slightly less ong—sided.

Finally that dissatisfaction bbiled over into
violence. Thére was rioting in Panama in 1959, and again
in 1964. Three American soldiers and 21 Panamanians lost
their lives, and President Johnson considered that matfers
had gone far enough.

After consulting with former Presidents Truman and
Eisenhower, he committed this country to begin work on a

modern treaty with the Republic of Panama.
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The result of those long years of work is now before
the Senate: a t;eaty.covering the operation of the Canal
for the rest of this century, and a second treaty guaranteeing
its neutrality forever.

The first treaty deals with the main cause of
‘Panamanian discontent -- the existence of a 10-mile-wide
' zone, administered by a foreign power, right through the
middle of their country.

We don't need such a zone, any more than we needed
a-lo—mile-wide strip thfough-Canada when we recently eoncluded
an agreement with that country for a TK-mile international
pipeline.

The new treaty gives us what we ao,need, though --
the right to station troeps in Panama for the rest of the
century,rand to use whatever territory those troops need
Afor the proper defense of the Canal.

The treaty also sets up a new agency of the U.S.

Government to run the Canal, so as to assure United States
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control of its operationsvfor thé rest of the»century._

Panamanians will participate with us in the new
agency, and will play an incfeasingly important role in
runningAthe Canal throggh the lifetime of the treaty.

They will also pfofit from the Canal's operations.
In simple terms, the more money the Canal takes in, the
more Panama will get..

By giving Panama an important stake in the Canal's
defense and operations, then, the new treaty changes he;
'ffom a passive and sometiﬁeé hostile bystander.into an
active, interested partner.

We know where the o0ld treaty will lead us; because
it has led us there in‘the past.

It leads to confrontatiqnf

But the new treaties lead to cooperation‘—- and it
is out of cooperation, not confrontation, that truevsecurity

grows.
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Critics of the new treaties also claim thét they
will create a power vacuum, which‘the'cémmunists could fill.

I can't help wondering what the critics meén by this.

Do they suppose that China or Russia mighf.want to
take over the Cépal's operation? Neither country has ever
shoWn the slightest interest in doing so, and the ide; would
be absurd. Ships of both coﬁntries can use the‘Canal-now,
~and could use it under the new treaties as well;

'In wartime, our enemies have had the‘right to'ﬁse
the Canal in the past, aﬁd!Qould keep‘that riéht under the'
new treaties. But the right doesn't mean much. To use a
canal, an enemy ship has to get to it. To get to it, a ship
woul@ have to'run the gauntlet of our guns in intefnatiohal
waters.

Perhaps the critics are afraid that Cubalwould rush
to fill the so-called "power vacuum" they fear would be
left by the new treaties?

Again, this fear misses the mark by 180 degrees.
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Failﬁre to pass the new treaties is what might
bring Cuba rushing to fish.in troubled waters. The
communists see this clearly. They oppose the new treaties._

The communists know full well that their-best-
opportunity to‘gain influence in Panama would come‘through
disruption of our own friendly relations with fahamé and
the other nations of the Westefn hemisphere.

I know of no better way to disrupt those relations.
than by réjecting the new treaties.

And the critics continue.

Sﬁppose-war does come some day?; they say. How
can we be sure our vessels of war will be able to jump the
line of waiting ships and get through the Canal in a hurry?

We can be sure by ratifyihg the new»treaties.

The treaty on neutrality guarantees us the right
to go to thé head of the.line ~- the lawyérs'-phrase'for

it is "expeditious transit".
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I'd like to take a moment to read yoﬁ the exact
language:

"In recognition of the important contributions of_
the United States of America and of.the Republic of Panama
to the construction, operation, maintenance, and protection
and defense of the Canal, vessels of war and auxiliary
vessels of those nations shall, notwithstandingAany other
provisions of this Treaty, be entitled to transit the Canal
irrespeétive of their internal operation, means of propul-
sion, origig; destination, armament or cargo carfied. Such
vessels of war and auxiliary vessels wili be entitled to
'transit the Cahal expeditiously."

The language is a little fancy, I know, but it's
clear ehough.

Not for the treaty's critics, though. They worried
about just what "expeditious transit" meant. Did it mean
one thing to us; perhaps, and‘something else entirely to

the Panamanians?
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And so i went.back to Panama's head of state,
General Omar TOrrijos,.and we spelled out.just what we both
meant, and we signed that statement of undérstanding.

.That stétement says the expeditious transit, and I
quote,'“is intgnded, and it shall so be interpreted, to
assure the transit of such vessels through the Canal as
quickly as possible, without any impediment, with expedited
treatment, and'ih case of peed or emergency, to go to thé
head of the line of vessels in order to #ransit the Canal
répidly.“

That should be clear enough for anybody.

But the critics are still not quiet.

What if we want to build a new, séa-levei canal |
between the Atlantic and the Pacific some day?, they say.
These new tfeaties would force us to build any such canal
in Panama rather than in some other Central American country.

They take away our freedom of choice.
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True enough -- but they doq't take away any choices .
that we haven't already given up. The question_of'a sea-
level canal has been studied»over and over, for moré tﬁén
75 yearsf The most recent study, carried out at P#esident
Johnson's direction, backs up most of the others. It
concluded that the only iogical site for é sea—levei canal
was Panama anyway.

‘What the new treaty does is to reserve.this only
lqgical site for the United”States, rather then any other
power, in case we ever decide to build such a canal.

It means that there could be no bidding by outsiders
to parallel and bypass a U.S.-Panama Canal.

Once again, the treaties do not work against qur
best intereSts. Once again, the treaties protecf those best
‘interests;‘

Still, the critics say, what about this? The Canal
'is ours. We built it, we bought it, we paid for it, and so

why should we give it away?
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This kind of understanding of history wouldn't getb
-‘you a passing grade in a high school history course.

We bought Alaska from Ruséia, and no one has ever
disputea ﬁhat. But we didn‘t buy thé Canal Zone, fr6m'
Panama, and we never owped it.

Right from the beginning we made an annual payment
_to Panama for the use of their territory. You don't pay
rent on property you own.

Al} ye have under the old treaty a;e certain
rights in the Canal‘Zone which the United States cah exercise
"as if it ﬁere sovereign." The Zone has never been anythiﬁg
but Panamanian territory. We can't éive back what we never.

had.

The féct is that the new treaty lets us keep on
using whatever parts of the Canal Zone we need to defend
gnd operate the Canal until Pahama takes over those
responsibilities in the next century. And we can keep on

using our military bases, too.
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This is all we need. To cling to jufisdiction over
the_rest ~- most of it jungle any@ay ~-- would only inflame our
'relatiohs with Panama and endanger the Canal'é future.

There could be n0'greater‘threat to the Canél's
security than insisting on an outdated treaty whichvthe
Panamanians despise.

Is that so?, the critics.of the treaties aék.

You mean we're backing down in the faCe.of blackmail by a
few Panamanian rioters and potentiél saboteurs. We've lost
oﬁr hatidnal will? We're rétreating from world power?

I feel sorry for people who think that way.

I feel sorry for thbse so insecﬁre that they see
a threat to our nation's.manhood in tiny Panama.

We no longer need to strut and show our musc;es like
- some schoolyard bully. Instead, we should let our strength
give us the confidence to be gentle ahd fair with weaker .
nations,

We have hardly been pushed into the new treaties.
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We have been 14 years in the search for a fair way to
resolve our differenceﬁ -- and there havé been no major -
disturb;nces in Panama during all that time.

Both sides have negotiated in good faith, and we
publicized the terms of our agreement as soon as we-had
worked them out.

It has been a slow, deliberate process, aimed at
solving a political prbﬁlem by political means. Fourteen
years is no rush to judgﬁggt.

Let me answer another objection raised by the
critics -- this time a financial one. We afe paying
Panama to take the Canal back, the critics say. And it's
_costing the taxpayer an arm and a leg.

This isn't sd.

Payments -~ both to the United States and to Panama --
will come out of fees charged to the users of the Canal.

No Congressional appropfiation of funds is involved. And our

original investment in building the Canal has long since
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been paid back from users' fees. ~ (Check)

The fact‘that Panama will get substantial revenues
from Canal tolls is an added guaréntee that another one of the
critics' fears will never come to pass.

This is that Panama could close the Canal at will -
and might one day, if.the present regime changes.

Regimes have‘often chénged in Panama -=- although
General Torrijos's govgrnment has lasted much longer than
~most. But for 75 years, no. Panamanian government has wanted
to close the Canal.

Panama waqts the Canal open and neutral even more
than we do. The Canal's continued operation may be important
to us, but it is much more.than that to Panama.

To Panama itAis grucial.

Much of her ecqnomy flows directly or indirecély
from the Cahal -- as do the economies of her neighbors.
Panama would be no mofe likely to close down the Canal than

we would be to close down the Interstate highway system.



-15-~

But the Canal might close down anyway, the critics
argue -- even if the Panamanians don't want it to. Once
we.pull out, where will they find the technicigns needed
to run the Canal.

The answer is that some 75 per cent of the‘employees
who keep the Canal open today are already Panamanians. That1
percentage will go up steadily as we train Panamanians over
the rest of this century td‘take over the top posts.

The Panama Canal was the greatest engineering feat
the world had ever seen -- a feat all the more astonishing
for the simplicity of its design.'

The Capal can lift ships from one great ocean to
another, over the spine of our th contipents;

Mountains wefe moved in its building; disease was
conquered; the world was brought cléser together.

In these senses the Canal will always be ours --

a triumphant statement of thé boundless energy‘with which

America burst upon the 20th century.
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"We cénnotvavoid meeting great issuesr" said the'
Canal's builder, Theodore Roosevelt. "All that we can determine
for ourselves is whether we shall meet them well or ill."

One of those issues is upon us now.

As the genius of the Canal builders once drew us
closer to-the other nations of the wofld, so our génerosity
can draw us closer to our friends once more.

I trust that we shall meet this'great issue well.




